PO Box 90206 
Washington, DC 20090 


September 3, 2024 


Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 

Federal Communications Commission 
45 L Street NE 

Washington, DC 20554 


Reference: Docket 24-240, RM-11989, NextNav Petition for Rulemaking 


Dear Commissioners, 


| offer the following comments in response to Docket 24-240, Rule Making 11989, regarding the 
NextNav Petition for Rulemaking concerning changes to allocations in the 902 to 928 MHz 
portion of the radio frequency spectrum. 


| am a member of the Board of Directors of The Mid Atlantic Repeater Council Incorporated 
(TMARC), the Amateur Radio frequency coordinating body serving the areas of Delaware, 
District of Columbia, Maryland and segments of northern Virginia and eastern West Virginia. 
TMARC has provided frequency coordination services for Part 97 licensees for over 50 years 
and collaborates with its partners for coordinations in other areas of the Mid-Atlantic region. 


TMARC is strongly opposed to the NextNav Petition referenced above and requests that the 
petition not be approved. The petitioner claims on Page 30 in section D of the petition, 
“Commitment to Working with Other Stakeholders and Providing Appropriate Protections” that it 
“will work with Lower 900 MHz Band incumbents, including federal (radiolocation, fixed, and 
mobile), ISM, and non-M-LMS, amateur, and unlicensed (as identified in Figure 4, supra).” 
However, the petitioner readily admits on Page 31 that it has not completed a technical analysis 
of all impacts to the incumbents and the little analysis that has been cited in the petition does 
not appear to have been peer reviewed by any other entity. 


TMARC believes that the FCC should not even consider the petition until such time that a 
complete technical analysis and impact study of all affected incumbents in the 900 MHz band 
has been completed and published for review and can show that the petitioner lives up to its 
Commitment to provide protections to those incumbents as identified in section D. 


Moreover, the petitioner blindly states on Page 32 without citing any empirical or technical data 
that “Updating the Lower 900 MHz Band M-LMS framework will not impede amateur 
operations.” Part 97 licensees have established many hundreds of analog and digital 900 MHz 
repeaters across the United States, many of them networked together to provide public service 
communications for planned and unplanned events in their respective communities. The 
petitioner makes no mention of these long established systems that are part of the Auxiliary 
Communications program recognized by the Department of Homeland Security, Cybersecurity 
and Infrastructure Security Agency and would be severely impacted by the proposed operation. 


The frequency range of 902 to 928 MHz has considerable use by the amateur radio community 
within the area where TMARC coordinates repeater systems. Repeaters generally use a 
frequency spacing of 25 MHz with input frequencies between 902 and 903 MHz and outputs 
between 927 and 928 MHz. These repeaters are a duplex operation typically using a single 
antenna with a duplexer to filter and separate the receive and transmit frequency signals. 
Several amateur radio repeaters operate within this spectrum across the country as well as in 
the Maryland and Virginia geographic area. These systems will be severely impacted should 
this Petition be approved. There are several “link” frequencies, linking various RF sites and 
repeaters, in the 915 to 925 MHz frequency range. 


Additionally, there are several SCADA, Utility Remote Electric Meter Reading, FCC Part 15 
devices and users of other services that utilize this portion of the RF spectrum. 


The signal strength required to penetrate the interior of all structures, in support of accurate 
location determination, would definitely overcome the typical signal levels of many of the 
systems presently in service as well as the Part 15 devices. 


Allocation of the frequencies, as proposed in Docket 24-240, Rule Making 11989, would have a 
severe detrimental impact on the performance of these communications systems should this 
proposed Rulemaking be approved. TMARC strongly urges the Commission to deny approval 
and suggest NextNav seek a higher frequency allocation to support their proposed operation. 


TMARC also suggests there be further consultation with manufacturers concerning the 
availability of mobile device handsets and the capability of a future design to function at the 
desired high level of reliability expected by the users. 


TMARC envisions that the proposed system would have a significant impact on the proliferation 
of Part 15 devices in use by the general public and that this may result in some very negative 
feedback from the general public who are using these devices. 


Although NextNav states that they are completing technical analysis and that they will work with 
unlicensed users to understand their spectrum requirements, TMARC believes they may not 
fully understand the significant number of Part 15 devices that are presently in use by the public 
and how their proposed system will render many of these devices useless. The desire by 
NextNav to share this portion of the spectrum with existing users is not acceptable, reasonable 
or achievable without significant impact on users of this spectrum. 


NextNav requests the removal of the present requirement that it not cause unacceptable levels 
of interference to Part 15 devices. Removal of this requirement is not acceptable and this 
requirement should remain in effect. 


TMARC cannot understand how their statement that updating the band to increase flexibility will 
not impact amateur users when the majority of the amateur user systems operate near the low 
end of the band at 902-903 MHz and at the upper limit of the band at 927-928 MHz. These 
frequencies are within the frequency segments proposed for use by NextNav and their use will 
significantly impact amateur repeater operation as well as the other incumbent users of the 
entire band. 


A cost to replace all of the Part 15 devices in public use cannot be estimated but is felt to be an 
insurmountable task and at a considerable expense to implement. The cost to replace other 
incumbent user equipment would depend on many factors therefore no estimate may be 
reasonably established as well as a timeline for the replacement of all impacted devices. 


TMARC therefore requests, and strongly recommends, that the Commission not approve the 
NextNav Petition for Rulemaking, Docket 24-240, Rule Making 11989. 


Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Michael Kiron (On behalf of the TMARC Board of Directors) 


PO Box 90206 
Washington, DC 20090 


